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Election/Restrictions 

1 . Claims 1-1 1 have been withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable generic or 
linking claim. Election was made without traverse in the reply filed on April 5, 2006. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 28, 29, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Byker et al. 

Byker et al taught that it was known at the time the invention was made to 
employ a vacuum platen 52 as an upper stage of a device for holding a substrate in a 
bonding apparatus wherein the process included arranging a substrate 12 proximate the 
upper stage 52 wherein portions of the substrate sag (column 13, lines 6-1 1) and 
transmitting a suction application (vacuum) to prevent the sagging associated with the 
operation (column 13, lines 3-35). 

With respect to claim 29, note that the reference suggested the generation of 
vacuum and the transmission of the suction to the platen. Regarding claim 31 , the 
substrate was stated to be planar with the surface of the member 52, see the portions 
referred to above. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

5. Claims 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Byker 
et al in view of Cantrill. 

Byker et al is discussed above in paragraph 3 and applicant is referred to the 
same for a complete discussion of the reference. The reference taught all of the steps of 
the invention as claimed except there is no indication that one skilled in the art would 
have independently transmitted suction to the platen (note that the language 
"independently transmitting a second suction applicator to a second sagging portion of 
the substrate =merely requires that the platen in Byker have independent suction means 
thereon to apply suction independent in differing zones). 

The reference to Cantrill suggested that those skilled in the art would have 
provided a suction table with independent suction means for different zones on the table 
in order to allow one to operate the lamination operation with varied size components. 
The applicant is more specifically referred to column 1 , lines 10-65 of Cantrill. Clearly, 
one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made would have found it obvious at 
the time the invention was made to control the suction of the platen such that plural 
suction mechanisms were provided which operated independently of one another in 
Byker et al in order to accommodate different size work pieces with the device wherein 
one was able to activate certain suction ports of the platen while leaving others 
inactivated as taught by Cantrill. 
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6. Claims 12-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Byker et al in view of Jaffe and Cantrill. 

Byker et al suggested that those skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made would have known how to apply vacuum to a surface prior to attaching the 
surface in a bonding operation. The reference to Byker et al suggested that one skilled 
in the art would have understood that the upper plate would have sagged as a function 
of gravity for example. In order to avoid this problem, the reference taught that one 
applied suction over the entire surface of the substrate in order to retain the substrate to 
the platen in the pressing and bonding operation, the reference failed to teach that one: 
(1) had the ability to move the individual suction mechanisms toward and away from the 
surface being treated with the suction, and; (2) would have provided individual suction 
means for each suction device in order to be able to vary where the suction was 
applied. 

However, it was well known in the manufacture of a liquid crystal device to 
incorporate a vacuum platen which included individual means which were separable 
movable in order to facilitate the pick up of the component in the laminating operation 
wherein one provided the same as separately movable in order to eliminate any sagging 
in the process of lifting the substrate as taught by Joffe et al. More specifically, applicant 
is referred to column 18, lines 31-38, Figures 20, 21 , and 23. Note that as disclosed the 
vacuum application means in Joffe et al included individual suction cups 302 as well as 
independent suction stations 310 which were associated with the flat surface of a 
platen and which were moveable pneumatically via cylinders 298 and gantry 294. It 
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would have been understood that in Joffe et al one skilled in the art would have 
understood that where sagging existed one would have not only applied adequate 
suction to the suction cup mechanism but also would have understood that the 
individual suction cups themselves would have been moved in order to ensure a flat 
surface. The combination, nonetheless, failed to teach that one skilled in the art would 
have included individual means for application of suction to different regions of the 
suction retaining devices (i.e. multiple suction application mechanisms which were each 
associated with different suction openings in the platen). 

The reference to Cantrill suggested that those skilled in the art would have 
provided a suction table with independent suction means for different zones on the table 
in order to allow one to operate the lamination operation with varied size components. 
The applicant is more specifically referred to column 1, lines 10-65 of Cantrill. Clearly, 
one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made would have found it obvious at 
the time the invention was made to control the suction of the platen such that plural 
suction mechanisms were independently controlled to provide suction in different 
regions of the assembly in order to accommodate different size work pieces as 
suggested by Cantrill whereby one employed separate individually moveable suction 
mechanisms in order to better control the sagging of the substrate as suggested by 
Joffe et al. 

It should be noted regarding the various dependent claims that those skilled in 
the art would have known that if one region was sagging to impart greater suction in that 
region and/or regulate the position of the individual suction cup associated with the 
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region where the sagging existed. Additionally, the prior art clearly suggested the same 
mechanisms for practicing the process of picking up the substrate and one viewing the 
same would have readily appreciated the necessity of having the substrate planar prior 
to the lamination operation. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 12-31 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant is advised that Joffe clearly included suction means which was 
movable from the receiving surface as noted above. The suction means in Joffe was 
related to an upper platen and the use of the same prevented the sagging in the 
substrate as expressed in Joffe. Thus, there was a reason to incorporate the individually 
movable suction members in the operation of Byker who also desired to eliminate 
sagging in the upper substrate associated with the upper platen. It should be noted that 
the reference to Cantrill provided the system with the ability to draw a vacuum in 
discrete zones and one skilled in the art would have been motivated to look to the same 
in the processing o Byker in order to provide for varying size substrates in the bonding 
operation. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeff H. Aftergut whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1212. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:15-345 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on 571-272-1226. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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